Conservation practitioners face a myriad of challenges when pursuing actions to mitigate threats to biodiversity, including highly time-sensitive threats to species with extremely small populations (ESPs). The complexity of the natural, cultural, political and economic systems in which a given conservation action is situated, exacerbated by varying degrees of uncertainty surrounding the likelihood of preferred out-comes, means that managers routinely face the possibility of failure. We offer a response to Meek et al. (2015) that briefly addresses several concerns with their discussion of the results of a workshop convened to address perceived delays in conservation actions with regard to the management of ESPs. This response is intended not as a rebuttal but rather to promote the appropriate application of social science and en-courage robust discussion of the causes of failure in the context of conservation actions.
Participants at the workshop identified a list of important barriers to conservation of ESPs and threatened species in general. One scientifically defensible outcome of this list would have been to use it to generate a theory about why conservation actions are delayed and then test this theory to validate it. However, the authors defined the delayed conservation action as procrastination and then turned to the field of cognitive psychology to look for causes of this presumed procrastination. An in-complete understanding of the relationship between procrastination and the fear of failure was used to link these two concepts. The relation-ship between procrastination and fear of failure is complex, and correlational studies examining direct links between the two concepts have found the association to be either not significant or weak (Haghbin et al., 2012) .
Meek et al. compounded the error of mischaracterizing the strength of the connection between procrastination and fear of failure by fitting workshop findings to only two of five dimensions of one multidimensional fear of failure construct (Haghbin et al., 2012) . This selective application is akin to retrofitting the workshop findings to fit the theoretical construct, a reductionist approach undermining rigorous scientific process. Recommendations drawn from such a process should be viewed skeptically.
Finally, Meek et al. ascribed causality where none has been experimentally proven. Causation in the relationship between procrastination and fear of failure is an assumption that has not been tested and any causality inferred by current research should be treated with caution (Haghbin et al., 2012) . The study of failure in ESP conservation actions could be a fruitful endeavor with implications for other threatened species, and attempts to introduce new ways of thinking about the causes of failure should be encouraged. However, care must be taken in the use of constructs from other academic disciplines, and scientific rigor must be applied to the analysis. While all procrastination is delay, re-search has shown that not all delays are procrastination (Pychyl, 2013) , and the hasty conclusion that extinctions are the result of man-ager procrastination could result in unintended offense towards those hardworking professionals the academy professes to want to engage.
